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[Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits]

Ordinance amending the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Sfandard' Vehicles from

~operating without a permit as required by Artiole 1200 of that Code; and affirming the

Planning Department’s determination under theCalifGrnia Environmental Qqelit_y Act.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in s#skethrough-italies-Times NewRomen font.

" Board-amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough-Arial-font.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsectlons or parts of tables, :

~ Beiit ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1..The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in

 this ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (Californié Public

Resources Code Sections'21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the

" Board of Supervnsors in File' No. 171210 and is mcorporated herein by reference. The Board

affirms thls determination. .

Section 2. The Transportation Code is hereby amen‘ded by fevising Section 7.3.50, to
read as follows: . -
SEC. 7.3.50. OPERATING WITHOUT A PERMIT. |
- (a) Ffor any person or entity to drive or oper_ate eny taxi on the pnblic street witnout

a permit issued by the SFMTA authorizing such driving or operation. The penalty for violation.

- of this Subsectlon 7.3.50 shall be $2,500 for the first offense and $5,000 for a subsequent -

offense except as otheanse provxded by Public Utilities Code Sectlon 5412 2(a). For

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency ) . ' .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - . Page1
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related services to Drivers or Medallion Holders, including but not limited to prdcuremént of a

’ accordance with the provisions of this Code.

. San Francisco Municipal Transportatiori Agency

purposes of this Section 7.3.50(a),.taxi shall mean a motor vehicle for hire that picks up

passengers without prearrangement.

(b)  For any person or entity to operate any Dispatch Service or to provide taxi-

Taxi vehicle, vehicle insurance, or maintenance, or the recruitment, management, or

scheduling of Drivers, without a perrhit issued by the SFMTA authoriZing such operation in

(c) For any person to drive, or to allow another person to dnve a vehicle that is
authorized for use as a Motor Vehicle for Hire without a Driver Permit issued by the SFMTA.

(d) __ For any person or entity to operate a Non-Standard Vehicle on a public street without

the applicable permii issued by the SEMTA in accordance with Article 1200 of this Code.

Section 3. Effecti\/é Date. This ordinance shall become effecﬁvé 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance uns:gned or does not sngn the ordinance within ten days of recelvmg it, or the Board

of Supervisors ovemdes the Mayor’s veto of the ordlnance

Section 4. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors .
intends to amend only those words, phrases, péragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,
numbers, punctuaﬁdn marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal
Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deleﬁons’ Board amendment

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under |

the official title of the ordinance.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 4
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By: -
DAVID A: EENBURG
Deputy City Attornéyy

n:\legana\as2017\1700482\01218803.docx

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS .
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Permit Program

» MTA Board approved in

October 2017
» Key requirements:
— Stops in safe, legal
locations
— Muni duplication
— Data
- — Accessibility
« Chariot has applied
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) . \ Dr Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 '
BOARD of SUPERVISORS

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 5545163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
December 5,2017
“File No. 171210
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:

- On November 28, 2017, the San Franc:lsco Municipal Transportatlon Agency introduced '
the foliowmg proposed Ieglsla’uon '

File No. 171210

Ordinance amending the Transportation Co_de to prohibit Non-Standard

Vehicles from operating without a permit as required by Article 1200 of that

Code; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the

California Environmental Quality Act. : o
This legislation is being transmiitted to you for environmental review.

Angela Calyillo, Clegk of the Board -

'ﬁ@yz Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation. Committee

K i Not defined as a prbject under CEQA Guidelines
Attachment ' : Sections 15378 and 15060 (c) (2) because it ‘does not
result in a physical change in the environment.

c: 'Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning

Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning  Joy it codoy et el
- ? b ou=Environmenta! Planning,
R N t c:u\asHay .havarrete@sfgov.org,
ava rre e Date: 20180122 17:06:45 -08'00'
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MEMORANDUM

Date: August 14, 2017
To: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department
From: Alex Jonlin, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Through: Erik Jaszewski, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
Subject: Private Transit Vehicle Permit Program

INTRODUCTION

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SEMTA) proposes to establish a regulatory
framework governing the operation and permitting of Private Transit Vehicles operating in San
Francisco—histortically termed “jitneys.” For putrposes of the Agency’s permitting authority, Private
Transit Vehicles are defined as ptivately-owned, passenger-carrying vehicles that ate used to provide
transportation to the public for individual fares, excluding (1) Taxis, (2) vehicles regulated by the
California Public Utdlities Commission (such as Transportation Network Companies), (3) vehicles
operated by an organization for the purposes of transporting discrete groups of petsons such as
employees, students, patients or clients, (4) ambulances, and (5) fixed gmdeway services such as
passenger railways.

In order to ensure private transit vehicle setvices operate in a manner that supports SEMTA’s goals as
outlined in the Strategic Plan, the Transit First Policy, and the Emerging Mobility Setvices and
Technologies Guiding Principles, SEMTA proposes to establish a permit program and regulatory
framework for PTVs in San Francisco. Companies would be required to apply for and receive a permit
prior to operating private transit service that is open to the public and charges individual fares in the
city. Applicaats would be required to provide detailed information about their proposed service and to
demonstrate that the service complies with SEMTA policies in order to receive a permit. While permit
issuance would not require subsequent

approval by the SEMTA Board of Not a “project” pursuant to CEQA as defined in

Directots, such issuance is discretionary CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378(b)

and is based on the tetms and conditions because the action would not result in a direct physical

established in the PTV Program. | change in the environment, ot a reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical change in the

PTV activities may increase or decrease environment.

irrespective of the establishment of the " Dighalysigned by Christopher spirita
. . DN: de=org, de=sfgov, de=dityplanning,
PT V Pcrmlt Program. HOWCVef, as :;:Cny?lanmng,ou:inwgnn;tenu’tzl
. . . nning, an=Christopher Espir
SFMTA’s issuance of PTV permits is alChstopher Spituesiouerg 14/
.. . ate: 2017.08.14 1 8/1 2017
discretionary, the Agency would ensure -

such actions that are subject to the Christopher Espiritu Date
California Envitonmental Quality Act San Francisco Planning Department

1 South Van Ness Avenue 7th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103  415.701.4500 www.sfmta.com
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would be reviewed by the San Francisco Planning Department. Current operations of PTV’s in San
Francisco are considered a baseline condition and would be permitted as such. Howevet, ptor to
issuing any subsequent permits, the SFMTA would document any change in operations as compared to
that which was permitted in the ptior-year so as to appropnately characterize any potential
environmental effects resulting from such permitting action by SEMTA.

- BACKGROUND

Private Transit Vehicle operators in San Francisco curtently consist of one organization—Chariot.
They service approximately twelve routes (as shown in Figure 1), at frequencies ranging from five to
fifteen minutes during peak commute houts. In order to serve these routes, the SFMTA estimates that
Chariot operates approximately 100 vehicles on San Francisco streets.

Figure 1 - Existing Chariot Routes

MISSION
DISTRICT"

_R SUNSEF

. SUNSEFDISTRICT
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The SFMTA. is not aware of any other existing or future private transit vehicle providers or additional
routes or private transit vehicles from Chariot. Therefore, any additional routes or increase in number
of Private Transit Vehicles are not reasonably foreseeable. Permittees would be required to notify the
SFMTA of any changes in service, including routes, stops, and vehicles used, and the SFMTA would
monitor throughout the year to ensure permittees’ operations are compliant with permit terms and
conditions. However, these changes would not be subject to approval on an individual basis. Private
Transit Vehicle operators would be requited to apply for a new permit on an annual basis.

PERMIT PROGRAM ELEMENTS
Application

Applicants would be required to provide the following information in order to be considered for a
permit: :

"' Contact information

. vUp—to—date California Highway Patrol safety inspection tecords

* A service plan describing the proposed setvice, including detailed information on any routes,
frequency, setvice hours, and staging locations

e  List of stops, including demonstration that all stops are at locations whete loading is permitted

¢ Valid insurance certificates

¢ List of vehicles, including license plate numbers, valid California registrations, and vehicle
specifications

. Driver training policies

¢ Policies and procedutes for providing access to people with disabilities

» Fare structure and methods of fare payment

e Service disruption prevention plan, mcludmg steps taken to avoid labor-related sexvice
distuptions

e Agreement to indemnify the City

Permit Terms and Conditions

Permittees would be required to abide by the following permlt texms and conditons. Vlolatlons could
result in administrative penalties or permit revocation.

. Cornmumcauon
o Establish a designated pomt of contact and responding to communications in a timely
manner
o Have 2 mechanism in place for teceiving and addtéssing customet complaints
o Post fare structure and accepted methods of fare payment on website
* Licensing and Insurance:
o Compliance with California Highway Patiol safety inspection requitements
o Liability insurance requitements similar to CPUC standa:d for similar services
"~ o Valid San Francisco business license
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s Vehicles:
o Valid permit authorization sticker on each vehicle
Valid California registration and license plates
Vehicles must be no more than eight years old ot meet emissions standards applicable
to new vehicles eight years prior

o .0

Mo more than 28 feevin length, cxcepting bieycle racks
Capability to transmit GPS data |

No outstanding past-due citations

o Autonomous vehicles must comply with any local regulations

O 0 0O

¢  Drivers
o Valid California driver’s license
o View Large Vehicle Urban Driving Safety Video and complete other ttaining as
required by SFMTA 4
o Compliance with state and federal labor standards :
o Compliance with existing background check and drug and alcohol testing requitements
e Routes
0 New routes must not duplicate. Muni setvice (excepting those routes at ate in operation
prior to establishment of the permitting program)
o No travel on restricted streets
o No trave] in Muni Only or Transit Only lanes
o Notify SEFMTA of any changes to setvice plan or routes
e Stops
o No stopping in travel lane, red zones, or other locations where stopping is prohibited
o Loading only in legal locations such as white passenger loading zones
o Permittees may apply for general, non-designated passenger loading zones through the
Color Curb Program (specific Iocations are not currently foreseeable)
o Active loading while in designated loading zones — no staging
o Notify SEMTA of any changes to stop locations
e Data
o Live GPS location data of all vehicles in PTV setvice in San Francisco
o Ridership data as requested
® . Accessibility and Equity : )
o Provide equal access to people with disabilities
o Contribute to SFMTA accessibility fund if equal service not provided
o Non-discrimination clause

Permit Fees

First-time applicants would be required to pay 2 non-refundable application fee. Permittees would
-thereafter be required to pay 2 fee on an annual basis. The fee amount scales up in increments based on
the size of the permittee’s vehicle fleet. Fees would go towards administration and enforcement of the

program, consistent with state law requiring permit fees to be set on a cost recovety basis.

Incentives would be offered to permittees to encourage use of clean air vehicles and service to
historically underserved areas of the city. Permittees that operate zero-emissions vehicles would be
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eligible for an annual fee reduction of up to 20%, dependent on the percentage of the permittee’s fleet
composed of such vehicles. Permittees offering service to MTC-defined Communities of Concern
south of Cesar Chavez and Taraval Streets would also be eligible for fee reductions of up to 20%,
dependent on the amount of sexvice provided to those communities.

Enforcement

Permittees would be subject to administrative penalties of $250 per violation per day for violation of
petmit terms and conditions. Investigators from the SEMTA Taxis and Accessible Services Division
would be assigned to the PTV program and would be empowered to issue penalties as well as citations
for parking infractions like double-parking or stopping in bus zones. These investigators would also
coordinate with parking control officers, who would continue to be able to cite PTVs for parking

' infractions.

Repeated violation of permit terms and conditions could tesult in permit probation and revocation.
Applicants and permittees would be able to appeal permit application denials, administrative penalties,
and permit revocation with the SFMTA Hearing Division. ‘
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: SAN FRANCISCO '
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
" BOARD OF DIRECTORS

RESOLUTION No. 171017-133

WHEREAS, Small privately-operated, publicly-accessible buses and vans, often known
as jitneys, have a long history in San Francisco; and,

WHEREAS, The SFMTA hés regulatory authority over Motor Vehicles for Hire and
Non-Standard Vehicles, including jitneys, operated wholly within the City and County of San
Francxsco and,

WHEREAS, The City’s jitney regulatlons were repealed in 2011 after jitneys had all but
disappeared from San Francisco streets; and,

WHEREAS, Since 2011, new private transit vehicle services have begun operatlon in San
Francisco; and,

WHEREAS, Since that time, SFMTA has received complaints from San Francisco
residents, Muni operators, and others regarding PTV service in San Francisco, including
violations of traffic laws and traffic and community impacts; and

WHEREAS, Private transit vehicles have the potential to support the City’s goals if they
operate safely, replace single-occupancy vehicle trips, reduce car ownership, complement transit
and contribute to a reduction in parking demand, although SFMTA lacks data on the full effects
of private transit vehicles at thls time; and

WHEREAS, Private transit vehicles can contribute to adverse impacts on San Francisco’s
transportation network, including delaying transit bus and rail service, increasing traffic
congestion, and interfering with the safe movement of people walking, biking, driving, and -
riding transit in San Francisco; and

, WHEREAS, Regulation of private transit vehicle services is necessary to minimize such
impacts and ensure such services operate in a manner that is consistent with the City’s Transit
First and Vision Zero policies; and

WHEREAS, The SEMTA Board adopted the Guiding Principles for Emerging Mobility
Services and Technologies in July 2017 in order to consistently evaluate new mobility services
and technologies and ensure their alignment with City goals and policies and these Gmdmg
Principles informed the development of this legislation; and

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter Section 16.112 and the Rules of Order of the Board of
Directors, published notice was placed in the City’s official newspaper to provide notice that the
Board of Directors would hold a public hearing on September 19, 2017, to consider the proposed
establishment of private transit vehicle permit fees and penalties, which notice ran starllng on
Angust 30, 2017 for five consecutive days; and
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WHEREAS, The item was continued from September 19 to October 3, and then to
October 17. In compliance with Charter Section 16.112 staff posted another advertisement in the
City’s official newspaper which ran for five consecutive days, starting on October 6, 2017; and

Whereas, Since staff was unable to post the advertisement in a timely manner under the
MTA Board’s Rule of Order, Article 4, Section 10 for the October 17 meetmg, the SFMTA
Board of Directors is being asked to waive this Rule; and

WHEREAS, On August 14, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Department determined
that approval of the Private Transit Vehicle Permit Program and Regulatory Framework is not a
“project” under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Tltle 14 of the
California Code of Regulations Sections 15060(c) and 15378(b); and,

- WHEREAS, A copy of the CEQA determination is on file with the Secretary to the
SFMTA Board of Directors and is incorporated herein by reference; now, therefore be it -

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of
Directors finds that notice was adequately given for this item and waives the SEMTA Board’s
Rule of Order, Article 4, Section 10, and, be it

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of
Directors amends the Transportation Code, Division II, to create a private transit vehicle permit
program, including application requirements, permit terms and conditions, fees, and
administrative penalties, and, be it '

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the SEMTA Board of Directors recommends that the
Board of Supervisors approve an amendment to the Transportation Code, Division I to prohibit
the operation of Non-Standard Vehicles, including pnvate transit vehicles, without the applicable
permit.

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of October 17, 2017.

Secretary to the Board of Directors
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: ' ‘ " Board of SupeNisors, (BOS)

€ membnn AArom o Admewrml A0 2NT10 0. AT ARA
N B AT u.au_,, PG Sk R gl N R TV AN
_ To: Somera, Alisa (BOS)
.Subject: FW: Please pass legislation to create an infraction for private transportation vehicles that

operate without a permit and that have created hazards to the public

From: Iris Biblowitz [mailto:irisbiblowitz@hotmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, March 17, 2018 7:30 PM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; SafaiStaff (BOS)
<safaistaff@sfgov.org>; Board.of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; MTABoard@sfmta.org
Subject: Please pass legislation to create an infraction for private transportatlon vehicles that operate W|thout a permit
and that have created hazards to the public

Dear Supervisors of thé Land Use Committee:

I'm asking you to legislate an infraction to private transportation vehicles like Chariot that have violated city
laws and put the public at risk, as well as our public transportation system. If you do this, the MTA would have -
the authority to then deny the permit to Chariot (Ford) in light of their violations.

Among the hazardous practices that I've observed of Chariot are:

- Double parking to board and discharge passengers in multiple locations.

- Stopping at public bus stops to pick up and discharge passengers, putting people waiting for MUNI at risk.
I've known people with disabilities and seniors who've been afraid to board MUNI and have missed doctors'
appointments because Chariot has been blocklng the way.

- Parking in handicapped zones.

-~ Stopping in crosswalks.

As a nurse, I'm very concerned about the safety of pedestrians that are put at risk with Chariot's violations.
Also, Chariot (and other private companies like Google, Uber, and Lyft) have contributed to gentnflcatlon and

displacement, and highlighted the extreme inequality of rich and poor in San Francisco.

" Thank you - Iris Biblowitz, RN
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 9:15 AM
Subject: FW: Legislation to create a private transportation vehicle (Chariot) infraction is on Land

Use and Transportation agenda

From: tesw@aol.com [mallto:tesw@aol.com]

Sent: Sunday, March 18, 2018 10:13 AM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, {BOS)
<board.of .supervisors @sfgov.org>; MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>;
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) <mayormarkfarre|l@sfgov org>

Subject
agenda

Legislation to create a private transportatlon vehicle (Chanot) mfractlon is on Land Use and Transportation

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim, and Safai:

| understand that Item 4 on the March 19, 2018 agenda asks no more than that the Board of Supervisors
create an infraction for private transporiation vehicles that might try to operate without a permit issued by
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. There is only one private transportation company
now in operation in San Francisco, Chariot, owned by the Ford Motor Company. -

While you do not have the power o prevent the SFMTA from issuing a permit to Chariot, | urge you to
send a message to the SFMTA (once the Board of Supervisors creates the infraction and the Mayor signs
the infraction legislation into law) that the Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the issuance of a permit
to Chariot based on the lawless nature of this company’s operations.

- The lawless nature of Chariot's. operations are outlined below. | have observed many violations by

Chariot, including parking in red zones, blocking MUNI buses, parkmg at parking meters without paying,
and parking in bus stops.
Chariot's lawless operations involve:

- Boarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. According to state law, California Vehicle
Code 22500 (e) (i), this practice can be legal if an ordinance is passed for each driveway where a private
transportation vehicle wishes to operate. This is NOT a matter of agreement between Chariot (or any
other PTV or PTV company) and the property owner, even though SFMTA staff may try to tell you that it
is;

Stagmglparkmg in front of garage frontagesldrlveways Again, this practice is illegal wolatmg cVvC
22507.2;

- Double parking fo board or d‘ischarge passengers in numerous locations in violation of CVC
22500 (h). The places where Chanot currently double parks are easy to identify based on its publicly
available app;

"« Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge passengers in violation of CVC 22500 (b);

- Stopping in public bus stops.to pick dp and discharge passengers in violatioq of CVC 22500 (i);
- Parking in handicapped zonés in violation of CVC 22507.8.a; and,

- Parking in bicycle lanes in violation of CVC 21211 (a).

Thank you, |

Tes Welborn
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: - Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
o BEw e wiviiday, viarch 19, Z018°LLEL AV
Subject: ‘ FW: Please urge the SFMTA to deny an operating permit to Chariot
Attachments: _ Chariot #206 double parks on Geary at 25th avenue 02-12-2018 at 6 p.m..,jpg; Chariot

227 stopped at driveway on California at Arguello 01-26-2018,jpg; Chariot double parks
on California at Presidio 11-28-2017 7-21 a.m.jpg; Chariot double parks on California at
Presidio_ 07-19-2017 jpg; Chariot double parks on Chestnut at Fillmore 12-12-2017 at
about 4-45 p.m..jpg; Chariot van in Howard Street bicycle lane jpg; SF City Attorney

protest to the CPUC re. Chariot Application 08-24-2016.PDF; Current Chariot operations
are largely based on violations of the law 03-18-2018 (1).pdf.pub

From: Sue Vaughan [mailto: selizabethvaughan@gmail com]

Sent: Sunday, March 18, 2018 6:12 PM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; K|m Jane (BOS) <jane. klm@sfgov org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov. org>

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS) <erica. major@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>;
MTABoard <MTABoard@sfmta.com>; Cltyattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)
<mayormarkfarrell@sfgov.org>

Subject: Please urge the SFMTA to deny an-operating permit to Chariot

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim, and Safai:

I understand that Item 4 on the March 19,2018 agenda asks no more than that the Board of Superwsors create
an infraction for private transportation vehicles that might try to operate without a permit issued by the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. There is only one pnvate transportation company now in operation
in San Francisco, Chariot, owned by the Ford Motor Company. '

While you do not have the power to prevent the SFMTA from issuing a permit to Chariot, I urge you to send a
message to the SFMTA (once the Board of Supervisors creates the infraction and the Mayor signs the infraction
legislation into law) that the Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the issuance of a permit to Chariot
based on the lawless nature of this company’s operations. The lawless nature of Chariot’s operations are
detailed in the attached document and outlined below. Chariot’s lawless operations involve: -

- Boarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. According to state law, California Vehicle Code
22500 (e) (i), this practice can be legal if an ordinance is passed for each driveway where a private
transportation vehicle wishes to operate. This is NOT a matter of agreement between Chariot (or any other PTV
or PTV company) and the property owner, even though SEMTA staff may try to tell you that it is;

- Staging/parking in front of garage frontages/driveways. Again, this practlce is illegal violating CVC
22507.2;

- Double parking to board or discharge passengers in numerbus locations in violation of CVC 22500 (h).
The places where Chariot currently double parks are easy to identify based on its publicly available app;

- Stopping in crosswalks to board and d_ischargé passengers in violation of CVC 22500' (b);
- Stopping in public bus stops to pick up and discharge passengers in violation of CV.C 22500 (i);

- Parking in handicappéd zones in violation of CVC 22507 .8.a; and,

1
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" - Parking in bicycle lanes in viol- “n of CVC 21211 (a).

Please see the attached documents for more details of Chariot's ongoing violations and the attached photographs
which provide some documentary evidence of the lawlessness of Chariot operations.

Additionally, should Chariot eventually be able to create a system with legal places to board and discharge
passengers, and to eliminate its other violations, I ask that you urge the SFMTA to charge a per vehicle, taxicab
medallion-style fee for use of city streets as places of enterprise for private gain. In 2013 the City Attorney
successfully defended a lawsuit against medallion fees, citing exemptions in state law. If we can charge such
fees for taxicabs, why can't we charge them for private transportation vehicles (or tech shuttle buses, for that
matter)?

Thank you,

Susan Vaughan

District 1

CC: . N )

Erica Major@sfgov.org, Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, MTABoard@sfimta.com, cityattorney@sfgov.org,
mayormarkfarrell@sfgov.org
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L SUMMARY _
' .The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agenéy (“SFMTA”) submits this Protest to

Chariot Transit, Inc.’s (“Chariot’s) Application ‘No. A.16-08-015 pursuant to Rule 2.6 of the rules

. of Practice and Procedufe (“Rules”) of the California Public Utilities Commission (the
“Commission™). Chariot seeks a Certificate of Public Convenience and Neceésity (“CPCN™) from
the Commission té operate as a fixed route and 6[1 demand passenger stage corporation. The
SFMTA has an interest in this proceeding to ensure that pubh'é transit service operated by the
SFMTA can continue to operate efficiently and that the flow of vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians

' in the City is maintained. SFMTA protests Chariot’s application (“Application”) for three reasons.

First, the Apblicalion_ is deficient in several respects. Among other deficiencies, it is
unclear as to tﬁe scope and nature of the proposed tmnsiaortétion service. Specifically, the
Application is not clear as to whethef the proposed service even falls under the CPUC’s
jurisdiction. And, Chariot failed to properly serve the Application on the SFMTA or the City and
County of San Francisco. Thus, the Commission should either reject the Application or require
Chariot to amend the Appﬁcaﬁon to:. €)) address'thé substantive deficiencies; and (2) serve the
Application or notice of the Application on potentially impacted entities as required by the Rules.
4Seco_nd, should the C_ommissio:ﬁ decide instead to consider the pending Applicaﬁon, the

SFMTA asserts that without further dariﬁcatioh, Chariot does not meet the deﬁnitioﬁ of “passenger

stage corporation.” Thus, the SEMTA, and not the Commission, 1s tﬁe appropriate entity to fégulate
Chariot’s San Francisco operations.

| ~ Third, in the alternative, if the Commission nonetheless asserts jurisdiction over Chariot, phe
SEMTA requests that any certiﬁcatibn issued to Chariot include these condiﬁoﬁs: (1) that Chariot
veiiicles operating in San Francisco be required to obey applicable California Vehicle Code
“CvVC”) ;lnd San Francisco Transportation Code (“SF Trans. Code™) parking and traffic

| requirements; (2) that any approved routes in San Francisco b¢ limnited to routes that do not involve
travel on street segﬁlents on which the San Francisco Transportation Code restricts travel by certain

vehicles based on either wéight of passenger capacity; and (3) that Chariot be réquixed to comply

n\pte\as2016\1600600\01137210.docx
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with San Francisco laws regulating the placement of signage on public sidewalks. These
_conditions are needed because of Chariot’s record of repeated violations of these requirements by

its ongoing San Francisco operations.

IL BACKGROUND .
‘The SFMTA is a multi-modal transportation organization responsxble for operating buses,

rail, cable cars and a historic fleet of streetcars, as well as developing and implementing
innovative trausportatlon solutmns to benefit auto dnvers transit riders, bicyclists and
pedestnans SFMI'A programs and services promote safe, efficient and convement moblhty
alternatives for San Francisco residents, commuters, businesses and visitors. In addition to -
providiﬁépublic transportation service for the City and County of San Francisco (“thé City”j; the
SEMTA is charged vﬁth regulating the flow of vehicle' bicycle and pedestrian traffic, including
regulanons for parkmg, stoppmg and standmg in San Francisco. |
The SFMTA has an interest in this proceedmg to the extent that any authority granted by the
Commission for Chaﬁdt to operate in the City could impact o# interfere with both the public transit
service operated bf the SF_MTA and the flow of all modes of traffic in tﬁc City. There has been a
substantial increase in the number of frivatclyoperatcd transportation services operating in the City
in' recent ycérs. These sé'rvices include commuter shuttles, Transportation Ne.twork Coniﬁanies
| (“'f‘NCs”) and privately operated common carrier services, such as that proposed by Chaﬁot.
Chariot filed the Appﬁcaﬁon on Auguét 24,2016, and the Application was noﬁéed m the
Commission’s Daily Calendar on August 31, 2016. Although neither the; City and County of San
Francisco nor the SFMTA were ser'Vcd w‘ith”a notice or copy of the App]icéﬁon as required by
Rule 3.3(b), the SFMTA was able fo obtain a éopy ﬁom Commission staff. The SFMTA is not
aware that any .other potentially affected transit agencies and munig:ipé]itieé have been noticed or

- served.

" mpteles2016\1600600\01 137210 docx
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II. CORRESPONDENCE AND COMMUNICATIONS

All subsequent correspondence, communications and p'leéldings in connection with this
Res;l)onse or the subject Application should be directed to:

David A. Greenburg

Office of the City Attorney

City and County of San Francisco

1390 Market Street, 7% Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102 -

Tel: (415) 554-3958

Fax: (415) 255-3139°

Email: david.greenburg@sfgov.org
witha copyto - -

Tom Maguire, Director

Sustainable Streets Division .

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

* One South Van Ness Avenue, 7% Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel: (415) 701-4677

Fax: (415) 701-4735
Email: Tom.Maguire @sfmta.com

IV.  GROUNDS FOR PROTEST

A. Chariot’s Application is inadequate and was not served or noticed in
accordance with Commission rules.

" Because the Application lacks a clear explanation of its proposed serviceA aﬁd fails to comply
with statlitory Tequircments govemning content, SFMTA is unable to comment meaningfully and
thoroughly on the Application. Accordingly, the Commission Shpuld deny.the Application or require
| the app’_liéant to submit a revised application that complies with the Commission’s Rules and the
Public Utilities Code, and that is propcrl& served or noticed to the affected transit agenéies and other
public entities. |
i. Chariot’s Application Is Unclear. -
The Applicgtion is inc_oﬁnplete émd unclear on a number of issues. Most importantly, it is

unclear on a fundamental point; whether, based on the service being proposed, Chariot is properly

*
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‘categorized as'a passenger‘stage*corporoﬁon‘subject‘to Comrxﬂssionrognlaﬁon; Pagoono‘of‘the
Application states that Chariot is requesong a CPCN “to establish and operate a fixed route and on-
demand app-based service passenger stage corporation, for the transportation of i)assengers between
poinis in San Francisco and surrounding counties . . ” .This statement describes what appears to be
passenger stage service, as it is service that would p1"esumab1y charge individual fares for service
extending into more than one county. Later in the Application, ilowever, Chariot’s intentjons become
| uncleaf. On page two, the Application states that Charjot “seoks to operate a fixed-route sel;vice with
on demand aspects; primarily in the city of San Francisco.” And on page one of Exhibit C to the
Application, describing proposed routes, Chariot states that, with the exceétion, of a Mill Vallej route
;hat aﬁlounts to “less than 2% of all business,” all routes outside of the City of San Francisco are
privately funded routes that do not charge individual farcs. Privately-funded service that does not
charge individuai fares describes service provided by a charter party carrier, and not by a PSC. -(See, :

Pub. Utlls Code §5353(c), excluding from the scope of tho Passenger Charter-party Carfior Act - |
“sewioe,ihat is regulated under §1031 et seq. of that Code, regulating passenger stoge corporations). '
Thus, it appears that Applicant may be confusing charter service with passenger stage service.

Under the Public Utilities Code, a passenger stage corporation (“PSC”) is'defined to oxcludo a
coxomoo carrier where 98% or more of the carrier’s oporations, as measured by total route mi]e.age.,v
occur oxclusively within the limits of a single city or city and county. (Cal. Pub Util. Code § 226(;1)'.)
itis true that 98% or more of Applicant;s proposed “passenger stage routes,” as measured by
mileage, are within San Francisco, then the proposed service fails to meet the definition o “passcngcr
stage col;poration” set forth in Section 226(&) of the Public Uﬁlitios Code.

In addition, the Applicaﬁion ctoes not adequately describe the location of the proposed stops.
As alarge, congested city, San Francisco has limited curb space in many areas that is available to‘

serve as loading areas without violating City parking regulations. The Application should commit to

4 :
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the use of stops oﬁly in permissible loading or stopping afeas (such as white zones or yellow zones
designated for passenger loading), so as to avoid adding to traffic congestion. |

The application is also deficient in several other respects. It dogs not address severai of the -
requirements for a passenger stage application set forth in Section 1032 of the Pubhc Utilities (Zlodg,.
including Sec. 1032(5)(1)(C) (preventive maintenance program); Sec. 1032(b)(1)(E) (oéératbr safety
education and t:aining); S;:c., 1032(b)(1)(G) (workers’ compensation insurance); and Sec.
1032(b)(1)(H) (location for’ inspection of records). Any new or rc\}ised applicaﬁon should ad&ess
these points. - | | |

ii. Chariot failed to prdperly serve the Application. -

Rule 3.3(b) requires that an applicant mail a copy of the application to public transit operators
| operating in anypaﬁ of the territory soughf to be served by the aﬁplicant. In addition, the applicant is
required to mail notice of the application to city and county governmental entities “within whose ]
bou;xdar_ieé passengers will be loadéd or'unloac‘iéd.” Page six of the Application statés that copies of

" the Application “have been were mailed to the entities and agencies below.” There are no entities
listed below that statement. i’erhaps the statement isl-intend'cd to refer to the list of entities included in
Eihibit«vG to the Application. Exhibit G lists both the “General Man_agcr for the Muiﬁcipal Railw;r;y”
and the “Clérk of the City and County of San Francisco,” élmouéh neither the SEMTA nor thé City
and County of San Franciscc; were served with the App]icaition. (Declaration of Tom Maguire,
Attached as Exhibit 1, at 45-6.) Instead, SFMTA obtained. a copy of the Appliéation by requesﬁng it

from CPUC staff,
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For the reasons stated above, Chariot’s application should be found insuificient and be rejected
or amended to address SFMTA’s concerns. Further, any new or revised application should be

properly noticed or served as required by Rule 3.3(b).! A

B. The Commission should decline to consider‘ the Application if Applicant’s
' proposed service does not reguire a Certificate of Public Conveniénce and
- Necessity and Applicant does not meet the definition of ‘“Passenger Stage
Corporation.” '

As explained in subsection A, the Application is deficient in a number of respecfs, including
vague and potentially contradictory descriptions of the proposed service. _ Should the Commission
decide nonetheless to act upon the Application as submitted, it is SFMTA’s.position that the
Commission has jurisdiction to regulate Chariot as a passenger stage coi'poration only if Chariot’s
passenger stage operations consist of more than two percent (based on mileage) service that is -
outside of the City. If at least 98 percent of the proposed service is located entirely within the City,
. it does not require a CPCN, and Chariot does not meet the definition of a Pas§cnger~S"tqge
'Clox'pora'ﬁon.' | | |

The Legislature has granted the Commission authority to reguiatc passehger stage
corporations in the state. (Cai. Pub. Util. Code § 1031.) But, as noted ai-nove, the Legislature has
"~ also decree& that a common cartier is nota péssenger stage corporation 1f 98% or more of the
carrier’s operations, as measured by total route mileage, occur exclusively within the limits of a
single city.or city and county. (Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 226(a).) Based on the proposc;:d service
described m Chariot’s application, it is not clear that Chariot is a PSC, and therefore subject to the
Commission’s jurisdiction. ' .

The Commission has repeatedly recognized that it lacks jurisdiction over common carriers
that would qualify as PSCs except for the fact that.they are operating exclusively within a single
city or city and county. (See, e.g., In Matter of Kiddie Karriage Shuttle Seﬁice (1996) 66
Cal.P.U.C.2d 136 [PSC application to provide service solely within the City of Modesto 1s not

! While not included on the CPUC’s service list, SFMTA is nonetheless mailing courtesy
copies of this Protest to those entities listed in Exhibit G of the Application.

6
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subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction].) As the Commission has explicitly stated, it can neither

modify nor act outside the statutory bounds of its authority:

“Our authority to regulate passenger stage corporations is.ﬁmited to those whose total route
~mileage is more than two percent outside the boundaries of a single city or city and county. (§
- 226(a).) [We] cannot expand or contract the statutory limitations. . . . If a carrier falls within

the definition of the current statutes it will be regulated by this Commlssmn If it does not, we
have no jurisdiction.” :

’(Re Specialized Transportation of Unaccbmpanied Inf&nts and Children (1957) 73
Cal.P.U.C.2d 640; &eg also Los Angeles Railway Corporation v. Asbury Rapid Transit System (1940)
42 CR.C. 837, 855.) The exclusion of imIa—éity service from the Commission’s jurisdiction bas also
beén recognized by the California Supreme Court. (Asbury Rapid Transit System v. The Railroad
Commission (1941) 18 Cal. 2d 105, 109.) Most recently, this Commissidn_conﬁrmed that,. “ftJhe plain
meaning of Code § 226 is that any corporation or person that would othem.'ise, be a PSC that heets the
criteﬁa of the 98% exemption is not actually a PSC.”. (In the Matter of the Application of San
Francisco Deluxe Sightseéing, LLC (2012).éa1. P.U.C. Dec. No.12-11-002 [Conclusion of Law No.
10], 2012 WL 5879622, rehearing denied and modified by Decision No. 12-04-24, 2014 WL
1478352).2 | |

» The Commission’s lack of jurisdiction over Chariot does not mean that Chariot may operate
within San Francisco free of regulation that will ensure the public safety. San Frapciséo has police
powef authority to regulate privately-operated fixed route .blus service in the City that is offered to the
genefal public. (Cal. Const., art. XT, § 7, See People v. Willert (1939) 37 Cal;App.Zd Supp. 729, 737.)
Section 1103(f) of the San Francisco Transportation Code requires Chariot to obtain a Non;Standard '
Vehicle Permit from the SFMTA m order to conduct its propoéed op;rations. As referenced above,
there are currently a large number of fypes of private transportation services being operated in San

Francisco, each with distingnishing characteristics that affect the nature and substance of regulation.

2 Dec. No.12-11-002 involved different facts than the instant case because while it involved -
two applicants who had been providing service that met the statutory exemption from Commission
jurisdiction under Section 226, both of those applicants were seeking authorization to expand their
service so as to clearly bring it within the Commission’s jurisdiction. Dec. No.12-11-002 did not grant
Passenger Stage Corporatmn status to applicants providing such serv1ce in only one county. ‘

7.
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. The SFMTA is balancing fﬁe need to apply regulation uniformly with the higflly individualized nature

of each type of transportation service and provider. To that end, the SFMTA is presently ;levcloping

more detailed i:egulations that wﬂl_supplemeﬁt the existing provisions of Section 1103(f) to further

addresé the requirements for the operaﬁon of privately-owned intra-city transit buses on City streets.

These regulations will be considered for adopﬁon by the SFMTA Board of Directors as part of a
publi(: process in which Chariot and other entities that may be affected by the regﬁlaﬁons may

participate.

C: ' In the alternative, if the Commission intends to grant Chariot’s application, any
certification should require that Chariot comply with San Francisco’s parking
and traffic and signage laws, and ensure that any approved routes in San
Francisco do not include service on street segments for which travel by
commercial ffelucles with a capacity of nine or more persons, or by vehicles
with a weight in excess of 6000 Ibs. is restricted under the San Francisco
Transportatlon Code. ‘

" San Francisco is a very densely p'opulatéd tirban area with unique geogréphy that
cxpenences significant traffic congestion due to high volumes of motor vehlcle bicycle and
pedestnan traffic. The City is a major employment center, prov1des distinct and unique residential
experiences, is home to a diverse population, and maintains it is unique among California cities due
to its uhique geogfaphy and its status as a émmier tourist destination, all within a geographically
limited area. In addiﬁog, while San Francisco can be accessed by major freeways, 'freeway' routes
through or bypassing the city are limited, so vehicles going to or coming from freeways travels
relatively long distances on City streets. |

E order to help improve traffic flow and reduce congestion, San Francisco has established
street rcstt'i(:,tions in Sections 501 and 503 of the City’s Trahsportation Code. With specified
exceptions, these provisions restrict certam types of vehicles from traveling on specified street
- segments. .Section 501 establishes street restrictions based on vehicle weight, and Section 503
prohibits commercial vehicles with a seating capacity of nine or more persoﬁ,s, including the driver,

from traveling on specified street segments. The restrictions (“Street Restrictions™) have been
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developed following anélysis by SEMTA and its ‘predecessor agencies, taking into account a broad
range of considerations, including .geography, roadway capacity, vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian
- traffic patterns and volume, as well as neighborhodd characteristics. _

The proposed routes shown in the Appiicﬁtion include 'a; number of rontes that travel on
streets subject to Street Restrictions. These include, for exampie Chéstnut Street between Franklin
and Lyon Streets and Guerrcro Street between 18" and Cesar Chavez SiIeets A map of streets
subject to Street Restnctlons is attached as Exhibit 2. ‘

These streets are frequently congested, and parking can be very difficult, contributing to the
congéstion. It is for these réasons that the City has included these street~ segments in the
Transportation Code Street Restricﬁons. Allowing Chariot’s vehicles to operate to travel on, and
s'top' along, these streets will only aggravate this congestion. »

When‘ the Stréet Restrictions were brought to the attention of Char_iot,.Chariot contended
that its véhicles are “vanpools” and thus not be subject to Street Restrictions. (Declaration of

_ - Alexandeér Jonlin (“Jonlin Decl.’:_) ‘attached as Exhibit 3, at {13 and Attachment D.)* However,
Chariot vehicles do not meet the definition of a “vanpool” under the Vehicie Code since they are
not maintained and used primarily for the non-profit work-related transportation of adults for the
purposes of ridesharing. (CVC §668.) '

In addition, Chariot’s current operations in San Francisco have shown a cénsistent and .
ongding disregard for other City parking and'trafﬁc laws, includéd but not limited to the following:

| a. . Staging and stopping in residential drivewa&s: Residents along a number of
corridors, including Divisadero, Chestnut, Oak, Dolores, Guerrero, and Brannaﬁ- Streets, have
coinplained about Chariot vehicles illegally staging or stoppiﬂg to pick up passengers in their
driveways. (Jonlin Decl. at {7 aﬁd Attachment A)) Staff observations have confirmed that many
| Chariot stops ac-ross the city afe in front of residential driveways. (Jonlin Decl. at §6.)

Additionally, route maps and stop locations listed on Chariot’s website identify loading loéations

? The emails mcluded as attachments to Exhibit 3 are mtended as examples of complaints

concerning Chariot’s operations received by SFMTA; the Agency can prov1de additional complaint
correspondence upon request.
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(such as 1886 Filbert on the SOMA Sprinter PM route, or 1995 Cheémut on the Chestnut AM
Route) that are in front of driveways of residences. , :

b.  Double parking, blocking traffic: The SFMTA has received complaints about
Chariot vehicles illegally stopping in the travel lane to load péssengers in a number of locatidns. At
Chariot’s stop on the east éidé of Divisadero Street south of Chestnut Street; staff observed 18
Chariot vehicles stopping within one half-hour period; 1-1 of these double-parked. (Jonlin Decl. at
§8 and Attachment B.) Other complaints about Chariot vehicles stopping in the travel lane havé '
come from major Muni corridors such as Geary Boulevard and California Streef. Chariot lists stops
along thesc; corridors on its website at locations with-no apinare'nt legal curb space, where vehicles
would have to double-park in order to unload passengers. (Jonlin Decl. at {8.) .

c. Stopping in Muni “red zones”: SFMTA has received complaints about Chariot
vehicles illegally stopping in Muni bus zdnes along Pine Street in the Financial Districtand '
Califqniia Street in the Richmond. (Jonlin Decl. at 9.) SFMTA has not authorized any use of any

‘Muini zones by Chariot. While SEMTA does allow parﬁcipants in t!le voluntary Commuter Shuttle
Program to use designated Muni Bus zones under a permit program; Chariot does not participate in
~ the Commiuter Shuttle Program. Chariot’s website lists stops on foﬁr of its routes on Pine Street
between Davis and Battery Streets. The curb along this entire stretch of Pine Street is designated
no stopyjng except Muni in the afternoon peak period. '

d. Driver behavior: SFMTA Parking Control Officers have reported Chariot drivers
being verbally and physically aggﬁ:essivc, including one inétancc in which a Chariot driver hit the

window of the officer’s w:lebicle. (Jonlin Decl. at {10 and Attachment C). A resident reported -

‘ Chariot drivers illegally parked in front of a driveway refusing to move to allow vehicles to exit the
drivéway. (Yonlin Decl. at 411 and Attachment A.) |

e. Responsiveness: The SFMTA has repeatedly brought these and other issues to the
attention of Chariot. While Chériot staff have often responded pledging to resdivc individual issues,
the SFMTA hés not observed an overall improvement in Chariot’s behavior. (J oﬁlin Decl. at §§7-9;
12-14.) | |

10
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Moreover, Chariot has also shown a consistent and ongoing disregard of San Francisco laws
governing the placément of signs on the _sidewalks." Chariot has'repeatedly placed “A-Frame” or
“sandwich board” signs on sidewalks in San Francisco in violation of San Francisco Police Code
Sec. 63(a), prohibiting obstruction of sidewalks. (Jonlin Decl. at §12.).

Aécordingly, SFMTA requests that in the event the Commission grants a CPCN to Chariot,

that any certification require that Chariot comply with San Francisco parking and traffic and
- signage laws, and that any approved routes in San Franciécq comply with San Francisco’s Street = -
Restrictions set forth in Sections 501 and 503 of the City’s Transportation Code.

The following specific conditions should be considered in order to protect the SFMTA’s
ability to provide for the smdoth operation of transit and streets in San Francisco:

1. Chariot will only use legal loading zon:es: fqufhe purposes of passengér loading or

.unloading and staging, and will not stop across driveways, in travel lanes, or m other illegal
locations. _ 1

2. Chariot will not use any of the City's Muni bus stops ("Red Z(;nes") for passenger
loading or unloading except and unless the City at some future time implements a regulatory
program that anthorizes Chariot to use designated Réd Zones for this purpose.

3. | Chariot will not operate on the restricted streets desigriated in Sections 501 and 503
of the San Francisco Transportation Code. ' | -

4. AChario’t will not use any of the City’s Commuter Shuttle Program designated zones
for passenger loading or unloading except and unless at some time in the future Chariot is |
authorized to participate in the program and is issued a Commuter Shuttle i’rograni permit énd
agrees to operate in accordance with the terms of that permit.

5. Chariot shall comply San Francisco laws regulating obstruction of sidewalks.

V. SCHEDULE
The schedule set forth on page 10 of the Application is unduly compressed in light of the issues
raised abbve. Any schedule set by the Commission should provide sufficient time for the Application

11
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to be prbperly served on all agencies and entities entitled to notice or service, as well as sufficient time

for those parties to respond to the Application.

VI. CONCLUSION

- For the reasons set forth above, the SFMTA requests that the'Commission either reject
Application 16-08-015, or reqﬁire the applicant to revise the Application and properly notice or serve
the revised application on all affected entities in accordance with the Commission’s Rules, Tn the
alterpative, if the Commission nonetheless asserts jﬁrisdiction over Chariot, the SFMTA requests that
any cettification issued to Chariot include these conditions: (1) that Chariot vehicles operating in San
Francisco be Arequircd to obey applicable California Vehicle Code and San Francisco Transportation
Code; (2) that any approved routes in San Francisco be-linjited to routes that do not involve travel on
street segments on which the San Francisco Transportation Code res&icts travel by certain vehicles
based on either weight of passenger capacity; and (3) that Chariot be required toAcompI'y with San
Francisco Public Works Code requirements regulatiﬂg the placement of signage on public sidewalks,

‘Dated: September 30, 2016 Respectfully submitted, . -

DENNIS J. HERRERA

City Attorney

SUSAN CLEVELAND-KNOWLES

General Counsel

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
DAVID A. GREENBURG

Deputy City Attorney-

By: Is/
DAVID A. GREENBURG
Deputy City Attorney
Attorneys for
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION
AGENCY
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DECLARATION OF TOM MAGUIRE,,
I, Tom Maguire, declare as follows:

1. Thave.personal knowledge of the matters stated below, ezccépt those stated oﬁ

informaﬁoﬁ and belief, whicﬁ I believe to be true. ¥f called upon to testify in this matter, I could
and would testify to the following. | Co
o 2. Iam an employee qf the San Francisco Municipal Transpoxtaﬁoﬂ Agency (SFMTA),
where I serve as Director of the ‘Sustainable Streets Division. Ihave held this position since
. October, 20 14
3. As Director of the Sustainable Streets Division, T report directly to the Director of
: ngsportation. I oversee the Sustainable Streets Division, which; among other functions, carries
out SFMTA’s responsibilities for regulating the flow and direction of \}ehicle, ‘bicycle and
pedestrian traffic in the City, as well as the regulation of vehicles for hire. An application to the
California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC’f) from a servige provi&ef secking certification
as ;J.passenger stage coxporétion that was served on SEFMTA wouid be brought to my attention.
4., Chariot Transit Inc.’s (“Chariot’s”™) application to the CPUC for certification as a
passenger staée corporatic;n can be read to indicate that it- was served on the “Geﬁeral Manager
Municipal Railway.” This position has not existed for several years. The successor to ﬁt
position is SFMTA’s the Director of Transit, a position currently held by John Haley. |
: 5. have confirmed with John Haley that he is not aware of SEMTA being served with a

copy of Chariot’s application. Ilikewise am unaware that SFMTA has been served with the

application. b

ni\ptc\as201651 600600001 139871 .docx.
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6. Chariot’s application can also be read to indicate that it was served on the “Clerk of

" the City and County of San Francisco.” My staff has confirmed with the County Clerk, that her

office likewise never received Chariot’s application.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is

true and correct. Executed this Z_Q day of September, .2016,

n\ptc\asZ01611600600101139871.docx.
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RESTRICTED TRAFFIC STREET

~ Weight Resiriction Over 3 Tons

— Welj3ht Restriction Over9 Tons

= Buges aid Vani With Bor More Passengers Rostricted

~— Buses and Vans With 8 or More Passengers Restricted (Alamo Squars Nelghborhood)

Notes: .
) Cartain vahicles sxempt, Including yehicles with buusi In
block, utifty vahicles, emergancy hicles, school buses, and

clly vehicl Employ husgn pt lnAlgmo Squsrs nalghborhood onig
2) Transportation cods restricts tha parking of

commercial vehicies with groas weipht over 10,000 pounds on
restdentially zoned areas.

" Roadway Slgnage

Dtsctuimer: hwywcquhfmdmﬂm 2racy or i of sy bni providad,
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DECLARATION OF ALEXANDER JONLIN
1, Alexander Jonlin, declare as follows:

- 1. Ihave personal knowledge of the matters stated below, except those stated on
information and belief, which I believe to be true. If called upon to testify in this matter, I could
and wbuld testify to the following. A

2, I'am an employee of thg Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development,
curre_nﬂy detailed to the San Francisco Municipal Transponat;on Aéency (SFMA), where I A
serve as a Transportation Analyst. I have worked for the SFMTA since June, 2015, and held this
position since January, 2016.

~ 3. Since October, 2015, my primary responsibility has been handlmg day to day issues
concerning the regulation private buses, including commuter shutti% under the Commuter
~ Shuttle Program, as well as other types of privately owned buses gperating in the City, such as
tour buses, jitneys-and other shuttle services. |
| 4. My duties include commumcanng with écrvicc providers about operational issues,
inclnding complaints about operéﬁons.. . _

5. I have received and .logged twenty-two complaints from members.of the public and
colleagues at th§ SFMTA regarding vehicles bélonging to Chariot Transit Inc. (“Chariot™) since
November, 2015. ihave responded to complainants and contacted Chariot representatives and
SFMTA parking enforcement ;vhén appropriate.

| 6. 1 ha;re‘received complaints from residents on Divisadero Street in the Marina District,
Qak Street in the Westcrﬁ Addition, Dolores and Guerrero Streets in the Mission, ;nd Brannan
Street in Soma complaining about Chariot vehicles stopping across theif’dxji;reﬁays. Thave
personally 6bser.ved Chariot vehicles stopping in dxiv_eways on Divisadero, Guerrero, and
Chestnut Streets. Other loading locations listed on Chariot’s website (such as 1886 Filbert on the

-1-

| nApteas20161600600W01140213.docx
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SOMA Sprinter PM route or 1995 Chestout on the Chestuut Bullet AM route, among many
others) appear to be'in driveways.

21 T T v s aisiion eniibim sl Do Tamiinwn I v d
fe A st

s &~ 1 23 ey @ o 3 3 5
ave repeatedly brought sp Isentions to ‘hn aitamitan nf Chae anracanintivec

tions to the attention of Charjct representativ
and informed them that stagmg or éﬁpping to pick up passengers across driveways is illegz‘ﬂ, but
I have observed that Chariot continued to systematically place stops in driveways. Included as
Attachment A to this Declaration are examples of correspondence between myself and Chariot
concerning compla:ints about Chariot vehicles blocking driveways, including an incident where
the driver refused to move the vehicle despite being asked to do so. -

8. Ihave received complaints from members of the public about Chario;c veiﬁcl&s double
parking and Slocking travel lanes while loading and unloading passengers on Broadway in

Pacific Heights, Divisadero Street in the Marina District, and California Street and Geary

d

Boulevard 1n the Richmond District. In March 2016 at Chariot’s stop on the cast side of
Divisadero Street south of Chestut Street, I'observed 18 Chariot vehicles stopping within one“
half-hour period; 11 of these doublé-parked, Chariot’s website lists stops like 5498 Geary with
1o apparent leigal curb ‘spa‘ce, whete vehicles would have to block the travel lane in order to load
or unload passengers. I have con;:icted Chariot about these-issues and Chariot representatives
ha'yc responded pledging to change their stop locations, but I have continued to receive
complaints, often rcéarding the same locations. Included as Attachmentﬁ to this Declaration is
email éonespondence between myself and Chariot concerning comiplaints @out double-parking
by Chaxiét vehicles.

9. Ihave received complaints ﬁdm members of the public about Chariot vehicles
stopping in Muni zones on Pine Street in the Financial District aﬁd California Street in the

Richmond. Mimi operators have reported to me that they have been unable to access Muni stops

n:\ptc\as2016\ 600600\01140213 .docx
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on Pine Street in the Financial District and in other locations due to Chariot vehicles blocking the
stops. 1have contacted Chariot about these issues and Chariot repres_entaﬁves have promised
* that they have a policy to not stop in Mum Zones, but stops listed on their websitc like those
along Pine Street in the Financial District and at 3700 Arguello are located in Muni zopes.

10. Ireceived a report from a colleagne in the parking enforcement division in which a
Parking Contro] Officer rei)oneq being véxbally harassed while is.suing a citation to aChariof
A vehiclé illegally parked in a Fow~away po-stopping Zone along 1% Street south of Market Street,
after which the Chariot driver hit the window of the Parking Enforcement Officer’s vehicle.
Attached as Attachment C to this bwlaralionis a Jun; 20, 2016 email I received from Camron
S;amii, Enforcement Manager for SFMTA’s‘Sustainable Streets Division, summarizing this
incident. 4

11. 1 receiveci a compléint from a member of the public who reported that a Chariot '
vehicle was parked in front of their driveway on Brannan and that the Chariot vehicle refused to
move for an‘cxt-cnded period of time even when the member of the pub}ip éxplained that they .
needed ;co exit their driveﬁay. Attachment A im;ludes an email discussion between Chariot‘and
myself concerning this incident.

‘ 12. Ihave reccived 6omplaints from mcﬂem of the public regarding Chariot sandwich
signs illegally placeci on the sidewalk on Broadway in Pacific Heights, Oak Street in the Western
Addition, California Street in the Richmond, Divisadero Street in the Marina District, and‘
Guerrero Street in the Missi«.)n. Often these signs were chained to utility poles. Icontacted
Chariot and informed them that placing “A-frame” or sandwich signs on theAsidewalk is illegal.
While their repr&sentativés pledged to resolve the issue, I did not see any hﬁprovement until San

Francisco Public Works inspectors took enforcement action.

niptclas20161160060001 140213 .docx




13. Ihave observed Chariot traveling on restricted streets including Chestont and

Guerrero Streets. Corhmercial vehicles with capacity for 8 or more passengers are prohibited on

Chestomt Street, and coremereial vebicles weighing over 3tons ave prohibited on Guerrere
Sﬁect Chariot vehicles have capacity for over 8 passengers and w’eigh over 3 tons, so they are
prohibited on these stre:cts. I have brought this issue to the attcnﬁc;n of Chariot representatives
but they have not taken }my action to change their routes to cdmply w1th San Francisco street
restrictions. Included as Attachment D to this Declaration is email correspondence between
myself and Chariot informing Chariot that its vehicles are travelling on streets subject to these
restrictions and may be cited.

14. Ihave contacted Chariot regarding violations of San Francisco parking and traffic

~ laws at least 12 times siﬁc& Noveinber 2015, While Chariot representatives have often

responded pledging to resolve issues, and in a limited number of cases have moved specific
stops, their ovex%)l system conﬁnum to operate in violation of San Francisco parking and traffic

laws.

I declare under penalty of pefjury under the laws of the State of Caiifdmia that the foregoing is

true and éor;ect. Executed this;ﬁ_bjc'lay of September, 2016, " .

s 7

/ﬁexahder Jonlin . ;

- nptc\as2016\1600600\01 140213 .docx
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. - v .- R kL I T PO I D g R T AV R g v vIva v
To: Ali Vahabzadeh <  3chariot.com>
. "Jonlin, Alexander"
* <Alexander.Jonlin @sfmta.com>

S“‘bJe(:t D r'h-“-. ot ("nmnl mnf

Hi Alex
As a quick follow up to thxs situation -

We initially received this nétification about a week ago. While we never condone our drivers
sitting and blocking drive ways as occurred in this situation, we also realize the potential

i ad hvrmee vrahinlan e thee
AL vsxuyuu;u: uuuuvu UJ e, A le“bi\-dn Lil Lilla vLUtLLI.t.j

Following the initial message, we immediately took steps to rectify the situation - the stops for
our vehicles have since been moved down the street to a more accessible location with less
likelihood of problems arising.

As Ali mentioned, please copy me on all issues related to problems thh our operations andI will
work quickly to rectify them.

On Wed, May 25, 2016 at 6:48 PM, Ali Vahabzadeh <ali @ chariot.co com> wrote:
Thanks for the feedback, Alex.

Please copy my teammate Kyle in the futurc cc'd. hcre

On May 25, 2016 6:35 PM, "Jonlin, Alexander" <f\lL\dndLl Jonlin@ \.[mu con> wrote:
Ali- -

‘We received a complaint (below) on May 10" regarding a Chariot vehicle illegally stopping

“and blocking a driveway on Brannan near 4", Chariot vehicles are not permitted to stop in

- driveways — vehicles that do so are subject to citation. This is especially egregious in the
incident detailed below, in which a Chariot vehicle continued to block the driveway despite
other vehicles attempting to enter and exit. Please schedule stops only in legal, safe locations
like passenger loading white zones or commercial yellow zones.

" Thanks,
Alex

They swarin this area every morning and afternoon at rush hour, parking pretty much
wherever they decide to stop and park, usually double parked or blocking driveways.
--- I work near 4th & Brannan. The city has made life difficult in this neighborhood,
and dore little to mitigate the impacts. Zero traffic officers to keep a very unsafe
situation from becoming a fatal incident. On a daily basis, I see fender-benders,

drivers dangerously confused by the constant change of lane alignments and visual
blockage of traffic signs by construction signs. My own car was hit last week as I was
backing out of my parking space when a frustrated commuter decided to use the
parking lot to get out of a game-day rush-hour stand-stiil gridlock. It's seriously out of
control down here, but this is not what I'm writing you about. '
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Pm writing you about a company called Chariot that operates these green commuter
vans that serve neighborhoods poorly served by Muni, which technically at this point
is every neighborhood since Muni has deteriorated so severely. So I support transit

~ alternatives, but the driveway-blocking, double—parkmg, obnoxious-attitude ways of
these horrible Chariot "private transit” vans need to be seriously clipped. Name the
obnoxious behavior, I've experienced it from this company and it's drivers: charging
at pedestrians, blocking driveways, double-parking on congested streets, sudden lane
changes without signals, obnoxious behavior by the drivers when you confront their

behavior. This company is a bad operator, and these behaviors are their routine way
of doing business. ‘

Today: Van 63. What a horrible, obnoxmus person. What other business drives
around blockmg access to other businesses, refusing to leave? I finally got out of my
car and got in a shouting match. She refused to leave. Ilaid on the horn without rest.
She refused to leave. She even directed ME to other ways I could get there, as if it's
ber place to direct traffic at all. And she was illegally parked. Her refusal to move was
unbelievable. I ultimately had to drive up over the sidewalk, during rush hour, filled
with lots of pedestrians and what not, so that this obnoxious person could park her

. van ﬂlcgally blockmg the business T was trymg to access.

Finally the lot attendant came out with his phone and started taking pictures of her,
and she drove away. His name is Reynaldo. He works at the lot at 4th & Brannan
where there is a Wells Fargo and a Starbucks. He's a great guy, and he works really
hard, He doesn't deserve to hiave his business impacted by this company's bad
behavior. How is it that this type of behavior is tolerated by the city at all much less
in a neighborhood that is already suffermg such major impacts.

Idon't care if her company told her to pafk there or not, as she claimed. I know there
is no permit to block access to another business as she was doing, and as these vans
routinely do, and I hope the city shuts them down.

Alex Jonlin
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Transportation Analyst, Sustainable’ Streets Planning Division

Munlcipal
Transporiatian

Ananey
Anansy

I SFMTA
Na

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

_ 1 South Van Ness Ave. 7' Floor

_San Francisco, CA 94103-5417

Email: Alexander.Jonlin@®sfmta.com
Phone: 415-646-2349
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Transportation Analyst, Sustainable Streets Planning Division

b SFMTA
NI

Sari Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

1 South Van Ness Ave, 7 Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103-5417

Email: Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com

" Phone: 415-646-2349

-— Message from Ali Vahabzadeh <ali@chariot.com> on'Mon, 13 Jun 2016 17:56:38 +0000 —
To: "Jonlin, Alexander" <Alexander.Jonlin @sfmta.com>

. Kyle Merson <kyle @chariot.com>, "Napolitan, Francesca"
) <Francesca.Napolitan@sfmta com>

: Sub_]ectR : Chariot at Geary & 33rd

cc

This is an outrage: to open your mailbox and see a dozen citations from an enforcement agency
that doesn't have the courtesy to get out of their vehicle and provide a paper citation on the spot.
Where is the burden of proof? Our company is not an ATM machine. ,

Kyle - Please do not pay these until/if we have a better arrangement and understandmg with the
Enforcement division. This is the last tune this is going to happen.

Ali Vahabzadeh

CEO, Chariot

415-933-7899 -

- In the Press | Interview with @ Jason | We're ermv’ | Explore Chariot's Routes

On Mon, Jun 13, 2016 at 10: 43 AM, Jonlin, Alexander <Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com> wrote:
Kyle-

- We'll pass along your comments to our enforcement team. | know they prefer to issue citations in
person for the reasons you outlined, but often choose to issue “driveway” citations when it would be
unsafe or disruptive to stop the driver and hand them the ticket.
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Thanks,

Alex

From: Kyle Merson [mailtozkyle @chariot.com]
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 3:02 PM

To: Jonlin, Alexander <Alexander. Jonlin @sfmta.com>

Ce: Ali Vahabzadeh <ali @ridechariot.com>; Napolitan, Francesca <-
Francesca.Napolitan @sfmta.com>

Subject: Re: Chariot at Geary & 33rd

Hi Alex,

To follow up-on this situation - the loading area has been adjusted as of two days ago. While
we are on this subject, I wanted to bring up an issue that just came to my attention.

As I hope our past couple of interactions have shown, Chariot is very fast to respond to notices
of driver operations that are impacting and disrupting our city neighbors. Especially in a
situation where we receive an official notification (our signboards, for example, or this
situation), we work very quickly to rectify any issue that is brought to our attention. -

“We recently received a large amount of tickets for double parking violations - tickets that were
not provided at the time to our driver but appear to have been given by capturing images of our
vehicles and writing the ticket: While I am aware this is an acceptable and lawful way the

- SEMTA can administer tickets, I would also like to cite the above. Had even one of these

tickets been physically given to a driver (who are trained to immediately inform us so we can

rectify issues), or had we been notified as you did for us in this case, we would have adjusted

our operations and retrained drivers to ensure we are compliant with the SFMTA laws within a-
day. : '
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" Indeed, in this situation, when we received the first of these violations, we immediately
retrained and fixed our driver operations to make sure they were following all laws
appropriately.

Let me know if this situation can be resolved in this conversation. Hope to hear back soon.

On Tue, Jun 7, 2016 at 1:38 PM, Jonlin, Alexander <Alexander, Jonlm C‘sfrnta com> wrote:

Thanks Kyle we appreciate your responsiveness on thls matter. Let us know how it goes!

Alex

From Kyle Merson [mailto:kvle@chariot.com}

Sent: Tuesday, lune 07, 2016 1:26 PM

To: Jonlin, Alexander <Alexander.onlin@sfmta.com>

Cc: Ali Vahabzadeh <ali@ridechariot.com>; Napolitan, Francesca <Francesca.Napglitan@sfmta.com>
Subject: Re: Chariot at Geary & 33rd

Hi Alex,

Thanks for the message. I will talk to our driving team for our route in Outt:f Richmond and
adjust the loading area. We should have a new location shortly.

On Tue, Jun 7, 2016 at 1:21 PM, Jonlin, Alexander <Alexander.Jonlin @sfmta.com> wrote:
Ah and Kyle- '

We’ve received some complaints about Chariot vehicles double-parking each morning at
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Geary & 33" to load and unload passengers. Please load and unload only at locations like

white zones-and yellow zones where vans are able to safely and legally pull all the way to the
* curb and out of traffic.

Thank you,
Alex

Alex Jonlin

Transportation Analyst, Sustainable Streets Planning Division

Jh SFMTA
;??;QF %Z-.:%?:amn

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

1 South Van Ness Ave. 7° Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103-5417

" Email: Alexander. Jonlin@sfmia.com

Phone: 415-646-2349

—— Message from Ali Vahabzadeh <ali@ridechariot.com> on Wed, 10 Feb 2016 02:25:54 +0000 —
To: "Jonlin, Alexander” <Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com>

cé- "Paine, Carli" <Carli.Pain§@sfmta.com>, "Martinsen, Janet"
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Transportation Analyst, Sustainable Streets Planning Division

& o

= Traonsportation
i Agency

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

1 South Van Ness Ave. 7{"i Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103-5417

Email: Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com

Phone: 415-646-2349

— Message from "Samii, Camron” <Camron.Samii@sfmta.com> on Mon, 20 Jun 2016 14:39:25 +0000

——

"Jonlin, Alexander"
<Alexander.J onlm@sfmta.com>

cc: "Maguire, Tom" <Tom. Maguire @sfmta.com>
Subject

To

RE Chariot at’ Geary & 33rd
Alex, 6/1 6/16 PCO interaction with Chariot...

Note from PCO - On 6/16/16 at 0830 hours, | was deployed to Tow 13, traveling south

across Market Street from Battery to 1°." Ahead there was a Chariot van curbside in
the Tow Away Zone (7AM-9AM) | pulled behind the van honked horn, no response,
looked out right side of vehicle to see passenger door on Chariot Van open (Van was
staged). | proceeded to issue a citation, pldacing it on windshield, under wiper. Started
to issue a second citation to a van in front of the first van when driver for Chariot exited
van yelling at me, “why did | not ask her to move and to give her a ticket"? | explained
that our policy is to place the ticket on the vehicle, under the wiper. 1then told the

" driver I did-honk my horn, there was no movement and because the van was staging in
a Now Stopping - Tow Away Zone, | issued the ticket. | continued on to cite the van in
front, when the driver began to drive off, as | was walking back to my vehicle, a man in
the passenger side of the Chariot van asked me why the van in front didn’t get a
ticket? | informed him that was not his concern , entered my vehicle when a female
-from the Chariot van started o film/take pictures with her phone. ‘As | was pulling
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around the Chariot.van the driver jumped in front of my vehicie-asking tor my-name. i
informed her all my information was on the citation. As I began to drive off, she hit my
window. [ would like to add that | have had previous, negative, encounters with
Chariot drivers. Whether | asked them to move or cited them, all have been very
disrespectful as well as verbally abusive.

Camron Samii

Enforcement Manager

SFMTA - Sustainable Streets Division
505 7th St. - San Francisco, CA 94103
" Phone: 415.734.3080

SFMTA

Municipal
Transporiation
Agency

- . A mn 1.4
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—~— Message from Ali Vahabzadeh <ali@ridechariot.com> on Wed, 10 Feb 2016 02:25:54 +0000 —
To: "JTonlin, Alexander" <Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com> .
ce: "Paine, Carli" <Carli.Paine @sfmta.com>, "Martinsen, Janet"
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<7 anet.Marﬁnsen@sfmtiéom

Subject R Chariot in the Marina

Hi Alcx,

Please provide more specific information so that we can work with our drive team to ameliorate

any issues. It makes it impossible for any service operator to correct matters without such level of
detail.

There are exceptions to the code Wthh Chariot qualifies for, i.e we are classified as a vanpool"
by the CHP. '

Best,

- Ali Vahabzadeh

CEO, Chariot

415-933-7899

In the Press | We're Hiring! | Explore Chariot's Routes

On Mon, Feb 8, 2016 at 4:56 PM, Jonlin, Alexander <Alexander. Jonlm@sfmtd con> wrote:
Hi Ali,

We’ve received some more complaints from constituents who live on Divisadero between
Lombard and Chestnut Streets regarding Chariot vehicles blocking traffic in the morning while

, loadmg It is important that vehicles pull all the way to the curb to load and unload, and
vehicles that double park are subject to citation. -

In addition, Chestnut Street between Franklin and Lyon and nearly all the slréets north of it
throughout the Marina District are restricted, with a prohibition on vehicles with capacity for 8
or more passengers. A restricted streets map is attached here for reference. Chariot vehicles

travelling on these streets and others throughout the city are sub_]ect to citation. Please route
Chariot 'vehicles only on unrestricted streets.-

Let me know if you have any questlons Ilook forward to working with you to resolve these
issues.

Thanks,

. Alex Jonlin
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March 17,2018: Carr “ Chariot Operations Are Largely B donCVC Violations

Current Chariot operations are largely based on violations of the law -- as witnessed by residents of San Fran-

cisco and as noted in the August 24, 2016 Protest of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation A gency to
Annhnahnm MNo. 41608 018 Chariot’e -:nnhr-ahnn xxnth the California Puhlie Lltilitiec anm11oq1nn far Qf'.lfnc'

as a passenger stage corporation operating between San Francisco and surrounding counties.

In that docu'ment San Francisco City Attorneys Susan Cleveland-Knowles and David Greenburg note
- “Chariot’s record of repeated violations” of the California Vehicle Code and the San Francisco Transportatlon
Code, among other codes. On page 9 of this document, they write:

Chariot’s current operations in San Francisco have shown a consistent and ongoing disregard for other City-

parking and traffic laws, including but not limited to the following: a) Staging and stopping in residential
driveways. ... b) Double parking, blocking traffic ... in the travel lane to load passengers. ... Chariot lists
stops [along major Muni corridors such as Geary Boulevard and California Street] on its website with no ap-

parent legal curb space, where vehicles would have to double park to unload passengers. c) Stopping in Muni
“red zones” ... along Pine Street in the Financial District and California Street in the Richmond. ... d) Driver
behavior: SEMTA Parking Control Officers have reported Chariot drivers being verbally and physically ag-
gressive, including one instance in which a Chariot driver hit the window of the officer’s vehicle. ... e) Re-

~ sponsiveness: The SFMTA has repeatedly brought these and other issues to the attention of Chariot. While

- Chariot staff have often responded pledging to resolve individual issues, the SFMTA has not observed an over-

all improvement in Chariot’s behavior. :

Chariot now has around 100 vehicles in its San Francisco fleet, with carrying capacities of 14 passengers each.
It is unknown if any are yet wheelchair accessible, and, in fact, Chariot restricts its ridership for insurance pur-
poses. It appears to be a service that has been, at least initially, created to cater to a very narrow demographic,
those who work in the Financial District of San Francisco or who take Caltrain to points south for their work.

Observations by members of the general public more than a year since the protest was filed reveal that Chari-
ot’s violations continue on a regular and seemingly deliberate basis. Since its mceptlon, Chariot vehicles con-
tinue to be observed:

e - Boarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. Chariot has such stops on Gough Street at
Sacramento in front of a driveway frontage, another one on Geary Boulevard at Funston, and a third one on
California at Arguello. It may have others. Such stops violate CVC 22500: 4 person shall not stop, park,

" or leave standing any vehicle whether attended or unattended, except when necessary to avoid conflict
with other traffic or in compliance with the directions of a peace officer or official traffic control device, in
any of the following places: (e) (1) In front of a public or private driveway, except that a bus engaged as a
common carrier, schoolbus, or a taxicab may stop to load or unload passengers when authorized by local
authorities pursuant to an ordinance;

« Staging/parking in front of garage frontages, violating CVC 22507.2: Notwithstanding subdivision (e)
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between Arguello and Second A Venue and on Second Avenue and/or Tird Avenue between
Cornwall and California;

Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge passengers, in violation of CVC 22500 (b):
On a crosswalk, except that a bus engaged as a common carrier or a taxicab may stop in an un-
marked crosswalk to load or unload passengers when authorized by the legislative body of a city
pursuant to an ordinance; and CVC 22500 (1) In front of or upor that portion of a curb that has
been cut down, lowered, or constructed to provide wheelchair accessibility to the sidewall;

Stepping in public bus stops (California at Presidio, Geary at Arguello, Haight Street at
Masonic, and elsewhere) to pick up and discharge passengers in violation of CVC 22500 (j):
Except as provided under Section 22500.5, alongside curb space authorized for the loading and
unloading of passengers of a bus engaged as a common carrier in local transportation when in-
dicated by a sign or red paint on the curb erected or painted by local authorities pursuant to an
‘ordinance. CVC 22500.5 permits school buses to operate in a public bus stop, pursuant to the
passage of an ordinance, but that’s it;

Parking in a handicap zones, such as the one on Fillmore at O’Farrell, in violation of CVC
22507.8.a: It is unlawful for any person to park or leave standing any vehicle in a stall or space
designated for disabled persons and disabled veterans pursuant to Section 22511.7 or 22511.8 of
this code or Section 14679 of the Government Code, unless the vehicle displays either a special
_identification license plate issued pursuant to Section 5007 or a distinguishing placard issued
pursuant to Section 22511.55 or 22511.59; and,

Parking in bicycle lanes, such as the one on Howard Street, in violation of CVC 21211(a): No

person may stop, stand, sit, or loiter upon any class I bikeway, as defined in subdivision (a) of Sec-
tion 890.4 of the Streets and Highways Code, or any other public or private bicycle path or trail, if
the stopping, standing, sitting, or loitering impedes or blocks the normal and reasonable movement
of any bicyclist. This particular part of the vehicle code makes exceptions for utility vehicles, news-
paper delivery vehicles, garbage trucks, or tow trucks, but NOT private transportation vehicles.

We question whether or not this business, whose profit model is currently based largely on law
breaking, can get fully into compliance with the law by the time the SF Board of Supervisors passes
operating-without-a-permit infraction legislation, and by the time the Mayor signs that legislation.
We are also concerned that the SFMTA and the SFPD do not have the capacity and/or perhaps the
will to engage in the level of enforcement that is currently necessary and will be necessary in the fu-
ture to get Chariot and other PTV companies into compliance. Adding to concerns about comphance
with the vehicle code, there are no limits on the number of PTV companies that can operate in San
Francisco, or the number of vehicles that can operate in a company fleet.

We also question why the SFMTA is not charging fair market value for use of City streets as places
of enterprise for private gain, as is the case with the sale of medallions for taxicabs.
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From- Board of Supervisors. (BOS)

Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 9:15 AM

To: Somera, Alisa (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS)

Subject: FW: Legislation fo create a private transportation vehicle (Chariot) infraction is on Land Use
and Transportation agenda .

Categories: 171210

From: tesw@aol.com [mailto tesw@aol com]

Sent: Sunday, March 18, 2018 10:13 AM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney <Cityattorney @sfcityatty.org>;
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) <mayormarkfarrell@sfgov.org> '

Subject: Legislation to create a private transportation vehicle (Chariot) lnfractlon ison Land Use and Transportation

agenda

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim, and Safai:

| understand that ltem 4 on the March 19, 2018 agenda asks no more than that the Board of Supervisors
create an infraction for private transportation vehicles that might fry to operate without a permit issued by -
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. There is only one private transportation company
now in operation in San Francisco, Chariot, owned by the Ford Motor Company.

While you do not have the power to prevent the SFMTA from issuing a permit to Chariot, | urge you to
send a message o the SFMTA (once the Board of Supervisors creates the infraction and the Mayor signs
the infraction legislation into law) that the Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the issuance of a permit
to Chariot based on the lawless nature of this company’s operations. .

The lawless nature of Chariet’s operations are outlined below. | have observed many violations by
Chariot, including parking in red zones, blocking MUNI buses parking at parkmg meters without paying,
and parking in bus.stops.

Chariot’s lawless operations involve:

- Boarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. According to state law, California Vehicle

Code 22500 (e) (i), this practice can be legal if an ordinance is passed for each driveway where a private
transportation vehicle wishes to operate. This is NOT a matter of agreement between Chariot (or any
other PTV or PTV company) and the property owner, even though SFMTA staff may try to tell you that it
is: . . .

- Staging/parking in front of garage frontages/driveways. Again, this practice Is illegal violating CVC .
22507.2;

- Double parking to board or discharge passengers in numerous locations in violation of CVC
22500 (h). The places where Chariot currently double parks are easy to identify based on its publicly

available app;

- Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge passengers in violation of CVC 22500 (b);
- Stopping in public bus stops to pick up and discharge passengers in violation of CVC 22500 (i);

- Parking in handicapped zones in violation of CVC 22507.8.a; and,

1
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- Parking in bicycle lanes in violation of CVC 21211 (a).
Thank you,

Te_s Welborn
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: Jon Ginoli <pahsvdivision@sbcalobal.net>

Sent: . Sunday, March 18, 2018'9:16 PM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS) MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney;
' MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)

Subject: Stop the corporate giveaway to Chariot! (Item #6 Transportation Code)

Dear Sunervisors Safai, Tang, and Kim:

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. |
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. [n order to-make thelr pickup on time, they idle in front
of homes and businesses.

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
based on these illegal business practices.

Thanks for listening,

Jon Ginoli
Mission District

118



Carroll, John (BOS)

From: . Bill Noertker <wnoertker@yahoo.com>

Sent: © Sunday, March 18, 2018 10:32 PM

To: : Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; C:tyattomey,
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)

Subject: Regarding ltem #6 - Transportation Code - Non Standard Vehicle Permits

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai:

I'm writing regarding ltem #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. | understand
that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from operating withouta
permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right now in San Francisco. Chariot
competes directly with MUN! ahd uses public right-of-way for profit while excluding those who are most in need of
transit. Their business mode! is based on violating the California Vehicle Code by double-parking fo pick up passengers,
pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped spaces, and unloading passengers in-public bus sfops. [n order to
make their pickup on time, they idle in front of homes and businesses.

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the infraction has
been signed into law, ['m asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot based on these illegal
business practices.

Thank you for you fime,
Bill Noertker

118



Carroll, John (BOS) .

From: . Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>
Sent. Sunday, March ™18, 2018 1124 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Cc: CAC; MTABoard

Subject: . SFBOS Hearing Item on SFMTA and Chariot / March 19, 2018

Dear Supervisors;

[ understand that ltem 4 on the March 19, 2018 agenda asks no more than that the Board of Supervisors create an
infraction for private transportation vehicles that might try to operate without a permit issued by the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency. There is only one private transportation company now in operation in San Francisco,
Chariot, owned by the Ford Motor Company. (*Note Ford Bike Go Bike program has concerns as well due to the lacking
ADA accessible, bikes, or alternative 34 wheeled options and bench-seat, or disabled access bikes for similar accessible
use and public needs. These should NOT be all identical, and efforts should be made to ensure equitable systems for use
on public sireets of these bike programs immediately)

While you do not have the power to prevent the SFMTA from issuing a permit to Chariot, | urge you fo send a message to
the SFMTA (once the Board of Supervisors creates the infraction and the Mayor signs the infraction legislation into law)

* that the Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the issuance of a permit to Chariot based on the lawless nature
of this company’s operations. The lawless nature of Chariot's operations are detailed in the attached document and
outlined below. Chariot's lawless operations involve:

- Boarding passengers in front of dnveways to garages. According to state law, California Vehicle Code 22500 (&) (i),
this practice can be legal if an ordinance is passed for each driveway where a private transportation vehicle wishes to
operate. This is NOT a matter of agreement between Chariot (or any other PTV or PTV company) and the property owner,
even though SFMTA staff may try to tell you that it is;

- Staging/parking in front of garage frontagesldnveways. Again, this practice is illegal violating CVC 22507.2;

- Double parking to board or discharge passengers in numerous locations in violation of CVC 22500 (h). The
places where Chariot currently double parks are easy to identify based on its publicly available app;

- Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge passengers in violation of CVC 22500 (b);

- Stopping in public bus stops to pick up and dischargra' passengérs in violation of CVC 22500 (i);
+ Parking in handicapped zones in violation of CVC 22507.8.a; and, ' |

+ Parking in bicycle lanes in violation of CVC 212l1 (a)

Please see the documents and memos sent prior by Ed Mason and Sue Vaughan showing clearly the issues they have
raised above and below, of which | am in support of as a transit rider, due to ongoing violations as documentary evidence
of the legal concerns of Chariot operations.

Additionally, should Chariot eventually be able to create a system with legal places to board and discharge passengers,
and to eliminate its other violations, 1 ask that you urge the SFMTA to charge a per vehicle, similar to the taxicab
medallion-style fee for use of city streets as places of enterprise for private gain. The funds from this should go directly to
mass-transit expansion and repairs of existing systems that support the majority of transit riders in SF and in areas where
transit Equity is needed due to development pressures. In 2013 the City Attorney successfully defended a lawsuit against
medallion fees, citing exemptions in state law. {f we can charge such fees for taxicabs, why can't we charge them for
private transportation vehicles (or tech shuttle buses, for that matter)?

Thank you,
Aaron Goodman D11
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From:’ Patrick John Maley <pmaley@mail.sfsu.edu>

Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 6:54 AM :

To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney;
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) A ) .

Subject: , ~ Regarding ltem #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai:

I'm writing regarding ltem #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. |
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in-front
of homes and businesses.

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
based on these illegal business practices.

Thank you for your time,

 Patrick Male\)
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: - ' Holly Brickley <hbricklev@amail.com>

Sent: ; Monday, March 19, 2018 9:01 AM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Superwsors (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta com; Cxtyattorney,
: MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)

Subject: Regardmg ftem #6 Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits

Dear Supervisors Kim. Tang. and Safai:

T'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. |
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from

- operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right

" now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while
_excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front
of homes and businesses. '

I'm aware you do not have the power to stdp‘ the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
based on these illegal business practices.

Thank you for your time,
Holly
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: : Michael Eberhard <eberhardmichael@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 9:09 AM

To: - Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney;
. . MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) :

Subject: : v Regarding ltem #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai:

I'm writing regarding ltem #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda.’ |
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUN! and uses public right-of-way for profit while
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front -
of homes and businesses.

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
based on these illegal business practices:.

We should be concentrating on creating better public transportation, not private.

Thank you for your time,

~ Michael Eberhard
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: : Danielle Mazzella <dmazzella91@amail com>

Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 9:15 AM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta com; Cityattorney;
: MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) ,

Subject: Regarding ltem #86 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Veh|cle Permits

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang; and Safai:

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. |
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. ln order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front .
of homes and businesses.

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after.the .

infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
based on these illegal business practices.

One if the reasons why I moved to San Francisco and continue to love living here is the public transportation

infrastructure. Chariot does rot serve all the residents in the City, and it would be a mistake to allow them to

compete with MUNI and continue their illegal business practices.

Thank you for you time,

" Danielle M. Mazzella
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: ' Josh Miller <heathens.radio@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 9:37 AV

To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: ‘ Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney;
MayoerMarkFarrell (MYR)

Subject: Regarding ltem #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits

Dear Supervisors me, Tang, and Safai:

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. I
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right now
in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while excluding
those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California Vehicle Code

by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped spaces, and
unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front of homes and
. businesses. :

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the-SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
based on these illegal business practices. ’

Thank you for your time,

Josh Miller
zip code 94131
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‘Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Jon Ginoli <pansydivision@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: . Sunday. March 18, 2018 9:16 PM

To: . Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney;
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) ‘

Subject: : Stop the corporate giveaway to Chariot! (Item #6 - Transportation Code)

Dear Supervisars Safai, Tang, and Kim:

I'm writing regarding ltem #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. |
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while-

_excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front
of homes and businesses. '

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
based on these illegal business practices. »

Thanks for listening,

Jon Ginoli '
Mission District

126



Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>-
Sent: Sunday, March 18, 2018 11:24 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
" Cc: ' CAC; MTABoard :
Subject: ' SFBOS Hearing Item on SFMTA and Chariot / March 19, 2018
Dear Supervisors;

I understand that ltem 4 on the March 19, 2018 agenda asks no more than that the Board of Supervisors create an
infraction for private transportation vehicles that might try fo operate without a permit issued by the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency. There is only one private transportation company now in operation in San Francisco,
Chariot, owned by the Ford Motor Company. (*Note Ford Bike Go Bike program has concerns as well due to the lacking -
" ADA accessible, bikes, or alternative 3-4 wheeled options and bench-seat, or disabled access bikes for similar accessible
use and public needs. These should NOT be all identical, and efforts should be made to ensure equitable systems for use
on public streets of these bike programs immediately)

While you do not have the power to prevent the SFMTA from issuing a permit to Chariot, | urge you to send a message to

the SFMTA (once the Board of Supervisors creates the infraction and the Mayor signs the infraction legislation into law)

that the Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the issuance of a permit to Chariot based on the lawless nature

of this company’s operations. The lawless nature of Chariot's operatlons are detailed in the attached document and
_outlined below. Chariot's lawless operations involve:

. Bqarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. According to state law, California Vehicle Code 22500 (e) (i),
-this practice can be legal if an ordinance is passed for each driveway where a private transportation vehicle wishes to
operate. This is NOT a matter of agreement between Chariot (or any other PTV or PTV company) and the property owner,
even though SFMTA staff may try to tell you that it is;

- Staging/parking in front of garage frontages/driveways. Again, this practice is illegal violating CVC 22507.2;

* Double parking to board or discharge passengers in numerous locations in violation of CVC 22500 (h). The
places where Chariot currently double parks are easy to identify based on its publicly available app;

- Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge passengers in violation of CVC 22500 (b);

- Stopping in public bus stops to pick up and discharge passengers in violation of CVC 22500 (i);
- Parking in handieapped zohes in violation of CVC 22507.8.a; and, |

- Parking in bieycle lanes in violation of CVC 21211 (a).

Please see the documents and memos sent prior by Ed Mason and Sue Vaughan showing clearly the issues they have
raised above and below, of which | am in support of as a transit rider, due to ongoing violations as documentary evidence
of the legal concerns of Chariot operations.

Additionally, should Chariot eventually be able to create a system with legal places to board and discharge passengers,
and to eliminate its other violations, [ ask that you urge the SFMTA {o charge a per vehicle, similar to the taxicab
medallion-style fee for use of city streets as places of enterprise for private gain. The funds from this should go directly to
.mass-transit expansion and repairs of existing systems that support the majority of transit riders in SF and in areas where
transit Equity is needed due to development pressures. In 2013 the City Attorney successfully defended a lawsuit against
medallion fees, citing exemptions in state law. If we can charge such fees for taxicabs, why can't we charge them for
private transportation vehlcles (or tech shuttle buses, for that matter)?

‘Thank you,
Aaron Goodman D11
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: - Holly Brickley <hbrickley@gmail.com>

Sent: o Monday. March 19, 2018 9:01 AM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: o . Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supen/lsors (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cltyattomey,
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)

Subject: - Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits

nr\nrnrc Vi TFona o
o TRy By Ui

I'm writing regarding [tem #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. |
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit.company in operation right
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in-handicapped
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their plckup on time, they idle in front
of homes and businesses.

I'm aware you do 4not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chaﬁot, but after the
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot

based on these illegal business practices.

Thank you for your time,
Holly
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Danielle Mazzella <dmazzella91@gmail.com>

Sent: - Monday, March 19, 2018 9:15 AM

To: - ) Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; C|tyattomey, :
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)

Subject: ' Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non- Standard Vehlcle Permits

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai:

I'm writing regarding ftem #6 on the March.19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. 1
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right -
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California

" Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front
of homes and businesses.

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
based on these illegal business practices. :

One if the reasons why | moved to San Francisco and continue to love living here is the public transportation
‘infrastructure. Chariot does not serve all the residents in the City, and it would be a mistake to aliow them to
compete with MUNI-and continue their |llegal busmess practices.

Thank you for you time,

Danielle M. Mazzella
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: , - Bill Noertker <wnoertker@yahoo.com>
Sent: ‘ Sunday. March 18. 2018 10:32 PM
- To: ) Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
Cc: ' Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cltyattorney
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) -
Subject: - ‘ Regarding Item #6 - Transportatlon Code - Non- Standard Vehicle Permits

Dear Rnper\/isnrs Kim: Tang' and Qafai-

I'm writing regarding ltem #6.on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. | understand
that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from. operating without a

permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right now in San Francisco. Chariot
competes directly with MUNI and-uses public right-of-way for profit while excluding those who are most in need of
transit. Their business model is based on violating the California Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers,
pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. [n order to
make their pickup on time, they idle in front of homes and businesses.

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the infraction-has
been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chanot based on these illegal
busmess practices. -

Thank you for you time,
Bill Noertker
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Patrick John Maley '<pmaley@rhail.sfsu.edu>'

Sent: _ . Monday, March 19, 2018 6:54 AM

To: - ' ~ Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Ce: Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney;
: MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)

Subject: Regardmg Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permlts

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai:

I'm writing regarding ltem #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. |
* understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right
.now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front
of homes and businesses.

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the
" infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
based on these illegal business practices.

Thank you for your time,

Patrick Maley
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Michael Eberhard <eberhardmichael@hotmail.com>
Sent- : Manday. March 19, 2018 909 AM
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Klm Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) _
"Ce: " Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney;
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)
Subject: Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permxts
Dear Superviscrs Kim, Tang, and Safai

I'm writing regarding [tem #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. |
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from:
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped

- spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front
of homes and businesses.

i

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
based on these illegal business practices.

We should be concentrating on creating better public transportation, not private.

Thank you for your time,

Michael Eberhard
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Somera, Alisé (BOS)

From: Josh Miller <heathens.radio@gmail.com>

Sent: A Monday, March 19, 2018 9:37 AM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: - Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney;
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)

Subject: A Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai:

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. I
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right now
in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while excluding
those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California Vehicle Code
by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped spaces, and
unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front of homes and
businesses.

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA. from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot
~ based on these illegal business practices.

Thank you for your time,

Josh Miller
zip code 94131
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Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

December 5, 2017

File No. 171210

Lisa Gibson ‘
Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department .

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
-San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:

On November 28, 2017, the San Francisco Municipal Transportatlon Agency introduced
the following proposed legislation:

File No. 171210

Ordinance amending the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard
Vehicles from operating without a permit as required by Article 1200 of that
Code; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act.

This IégiSlation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

y: AliSa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation Committee

Attachment

"¢ Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
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November 9, 2017 2

<

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board A‘ . % 2

Board of Supervisors : : . P ’ =

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 o i
i

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Subfect: Amendment to Transportation Code Division I to pro]ublt Non-Standard Vehicles
from operating without a petmiit .

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

Attached are an ongmal and two coples of a proposed Ordinance authorizing the amendment of
Transportation Code, Division I to prohibit Non-Standard Vehldes from operating w1thout a permit as -
required by Transportation Code, Division II. : :

The following is a list of additional accompanying documents:

. Bﬁeﬁng' lettet (sending separately) - X
+ SFMTA Board of Directors Resolunon .
» CEQA determmatton

SFMTA’S Local Govesnment Affalrs Liaison, Janet Martinsen is available at Janet marﬂnsen@sfmta com
or 701.4693 to answer any questions you may have about the submission.:. -

Sincerely,

Edward D. Reiskin -
Director of Trapjipﬂggggg}l ’

1 South Van Ness Avenue 7th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 415.701.4500 www.sfmta.com

135



Lew, Lisa (BOS)

- From: ' Lew Lisa (BOS)
“Sent: e 1esday, Decemberus; 2077
To: ) : - Gibson, Lisa (CPC)
Cc: . Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: . BOS Referral: File No. 171210 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permlts
Attachments: =~ 171210 CEQA pdf
Hello,

The following proposed legislation is being transmiftéd to you for environmental review:
File No. 171210

Ordinance amending the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from opefating without a
permit as required by Article 1200 of that Code; and affirming the Planmng Department’s determmatlon
under the California Environmental Quality Act.

'

Sent on behalf of Alisa Somera, Land Use and Transportation Committee. Please respond directly to Alisa Somera.

Regards,

Lisa Lew

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

P 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisalew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

S click here to complete a Board deupervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legisfation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Bouard of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and
the San Froncisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or aral communications that members of the public submit to the
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's, Office does not
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personol information—Iincluding names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its comm:ttees-may appeur on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy.
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